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What happens inside jails and prisons does 
not stay inside jails and prisons. It comes 
home with prisoners after they are released 
and with corrections officers at t he  end of 
each day's shift .  We must create safe and 
productive conditions of  confinement not 
only because it is the right thing to do, but 
because it influences the safety, health, 
and prosperity of us all. 
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CE: T H E  N U M B E R S  AND BEY 

A Decades-Long Deciine 
in Deadly Violence 
Dstacoileaad by the Bureau oflustice 5tatiStiCS ofthe 
U.S. Department of justice (6jS) on deaths in custody 

show a downward trend nationally in recorded levels 
of homicide and swldda in state prisons and local 
jails. This dedine occuned wen as the  U S .  prisoner 

popuiation increased more then tenfold. Hornicide.rater 
in state priisonsdecreased dramatically homa zoyeal 

high of 54 homicides per ~oo,ooo Prisoners in ,980 to 
4 per mo,~om In zow. During the game period. Suicide 

ratesdecreased horn ~apei ioo.wopr iswer~ to l4pW 
10o.o~.  In local jails. reponed homicide rates dedined 

from 5 per IM,OOO prisoners in 1983 to 3 per wo,(100 

in moz. and the suicide late in ZODZ was less than 
' halftheratereportedi"l~8~ (y7perioo,oooprisoners 

compared with 129 per %oo.hoo) IMumola 2005). 

tn the most recent pubtished national data, for 
~ 0 0 2 ,  there were a total o f  68 homicides and 482 

suicides in state prison.; and local jails. and 84 deaths 
occurring fer "atheriunknown" reasons IMumoIa 

maQ. Deaths by Upositlanal asphyxiation." often 
the result OF improper physical force or mechanical 

restraints. arc cwnted among %her" deaths. The 
number OF fatalities. however. is lust a m a i l  part of 

theviotence behind bars. 

Data on Non-Deadly Violence: 
Too Flawed to Draw Definitive Conclusions 
815 has made signiflcant progreis in improving the validity, reilabiiity. and compre- 
hensiveness of th4 data on violence, bst there are still slgniRcant weaknesses and 
blind spofs. National data on aEsault5, In particular, are considered by BIS's chief 

statistician. Alien Beck, to be unreliable. *The level ot assaults is simply not known. 
t cannot measurewell the level ofassaults using administrative records as they exist 

today," Beck told the Commission. 
The imprecision and unretiability of the data an assaults stem in part horn the 

fict that state and i m a l  sptem5 have vastly different commitments lo  recording 
violence, define assaults differently, and ate not consistent over time In what they 
recordand reporrtw thefederai government. While thereisat least anefforttomilert 
administrative dam on assaults in prison. there is no effort to collect parallel data 

for jails nationwide. Perhaps the biggest blind spot There are no national measures 
O F  physical violence and excessive use of Force by staff against prisoners. including, 
the Inappropriate use af restraints and "on-lethal weapons. And these considerable 
weaknesses are lust pan of the problem. 

Measuring levels of violence and vlctimlration has always chalienged social 
science researchers. it is partiUllallydlfficUIt to rneasurevioience bdween prisoners. 
Administmtive records arebelieved t? significantly underrepresent the actual numbers. 
Studies have found that prisoners dismiss the value OF reporling Violence or attach 

stismma to those who do report (Edgar and O'Donnell rssl3)). Researchers have found 
large disparities hetween levels sf violence captured in oiRdat records compawd 

with reporis by prisoners and Staff about victimization. To researchers, pri5oncrs 

repon assaults at a rats We Umes higher than the number recorded bv correctional 
authorilieS IFuIler and Orsash 1977. Cooiey 1993). 

The weaknesses and gaps in administrative data reponed tc! the federal 

government mean that we cannot pinpoint actual levels of violence in  US.  

Arkansas, North Dakota, arid South Dakota reported zero assaults 
among prisoners statewide in 2000. Pennsylvania, with a prisoner 
population of 36,000, reported just 17 prisoner-on-prisoner assaults. 

Comnienal facilities or reliably assess trends over time. A l l  we have are GoUgh 
Indicators.Thhe most recent data available am from the year ZDW. Over the wursc 
oFay~ar.there~~r~e3lh355 repaned assaults among prisonersin state and Federal 
Facilities and ~7 .952  reported assaults by prisoners against staff (Stephan and 

-Karbers 2003). Additionally. the First wave OF data coliectim on Sexual assault 
mandated by the no03 Prison Rape Ellmlnation Act--a gathwingdadministratiue 

data from 2.840 adult prisons and jails nationwide tn 2004-documented 4.252 
recorded allegalions of sexual assavtt. misconduct. and harassment by prisoners 
and staff (Beck and Hughes 2005). 
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Alookbeyondnationalmearuresofassaultsto the1995 
and 2000 state- and faciiitftity-ievet data that inform those 

aggregate numbers raises serious questions abwt  the 

assaults  by Prisoners: QuestionabIe Data 
m 

reliability of the reported levels of violence in State 
Prismts. There are at kart three reasons for doubt: In 
some states. a nurnbei of facilities are not reporting 
assault data; in some states, the number of  assaults 

reported is improbably iow; and leeking at the rate of 
assault.thevariation between states and changes within 
statesavertimeare inexplicablyl.wge. 

In gstabr ,  20 percent ormoreaftheprison.fiiledto 

report sssaults by prisoners against prisoners oracainst 
5taAin bolh 3995 and ZBOD. Moreover. some states had 

even higher levets of nom-reporting: For example, none 

of North Dakota's facilities icported prisoner-on-prisoner 

assaults in ,995. and a quarter of Ohio's fadlitles dld not 
report that data in MOO. When data is misslng. E15 has to 
estimate the number ofassaults. it i s  generally accepted 
that estirnatlns more than io  percent of any single type 
of data makes the resuttlns measure unreliable. 

Another Indicator of rrnreliabilitv 1s the extremelv 
small nembers OF assaults reported In many prisms. I s e u ' c ~  Of 'usr'co I 
Arkansas, North Dakota, and South Dakota reponed zero assaults among prisoners 
statewideln zooo.lnz6states.~opercentorm~reofprisonsreportedrero assaults Better Measures are Needed 
against prisoners or stasin 1995 orzooo.And several (arcestate systems reported 
very low total assault numbers: In ZDDO, Pennsylvania reported lust 17 prisoner-on- 

prisoner assaults amen$ a prisoner p~pulation of 36.000, and Virginia, with 30,000 

prisonen. reported 61 assaults againsl prii5oners statewide. 

Flnally. a look at reported rates of assault in state prisons raises dorrbts. In zow,  
the great variation in reported statewide rates of prisoner-on-prisoner aSsaults is 

questlonable: For example. Louisiana reported 131 per LOOO prisoners. California 
reported 44 per 5000. and Florida reported only 5 per 1,ooo. And the change in the 

reported rates between 1995 and zooo was also offen questionably large: In two 

states, the rate of pritsonerdn-prisoner assault declined by 100 percent, that Is to 

z!ero.Andin ninestatestheraterlncreased bymorethanioDpercent.Attheenreme: 
.Georgia's rate went from 0.13 assaults periooo prisoners in 1995 lo 57 per 1.000 in 

2 0 0 ~ ;  Utah% increased from 6 per 1.000 10'62 per 1.ooo over that period. (BJS 2000 

CenS;uS data Set. Beck and Harrison z y 0 .  

We need uniform delinitions o f  non-lethal violence 
and standardized reporting OF i t  (see Knowledge and 
Data an p. roJ. W e  31s. need additional mechanisms 
for meaIuringviolence andvictimization. B E  reaches 

its cqnclusions about trends in violence based solely 

on adminisiratlve records of rule violations. even 

though the agency regularly surveys men and women 
in prison. 81.5 should ask  more questions about vlo- 
ience and make an effort lo ask the same questions 

every time the ageency'surveys prisoners in order to 

,capture trends overtime. Doubts about the reliability 
of administnative recards to fully capture levels of sex- 

ual assault led BJS to carefully construe a survey of 
current and former prisoners. which i t  is  now testing. 
This suwey should encourage and guide the develop- 
ment of a broader survey that captures other forms o f  

"an-lethal violence. = 
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?he laqptjail  sysnm in California and the krgert nationwid-pa- 
ated hy the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department--is also extremely 
crowded. During the wcek of the Commission's final hearing, in F e b m q ,  
wob,  in Los Angekes, thcre wads ongoing violencc in the jails that elaimed 
two lives and injured mom than zoo prisoners (del Barco =oo6).Shcriff Lcc 
Baca and others a*buted the violence to racial tensions and gangs in thc 
jails and'in the community. Jody Kent, who coordinates a court-direcrsd 
monitoring program within the jails, disagreed with this limited char- 
acterization when she testified before the Commission. She argued that 
intcrracialviolcnce was in large pan a reaction to instimtional problems, 
particularly crowding, which had created strcssfd living conditidns and 
a near mtd absence of programming and productive activities. Similarly, 
in desaibing Alabama's JuliaTuMilcr Prison for Women, a federal judge 
said that severe crowding can m& a faciIity a "ticking time b0mbPwhe.e 
explosions ofviolence are inwitable (Birmingham New zooz). 

Law professor and prison consultant Vin- 
cent Nathan dcscrihed crowded fa 
"broken toilcrs, compromised heating and ven- 
tilation systems, peeling paint, broken windows, 
mold-covered showers, generally filthy condi- 
tions, and other physical breakdowns [that] 
contribute to tension." Undcr thesc conditions, 
hc explained, it is more difficult to maintain 
ozder and lawful behavior, and the Levei of in- 
mate and st& safety "plummets." Nathan con- 
duded that crowded fadliries are "inhumane, 
unsafe, idlo,and hopeless, precisely theopposite 
of what conscientious prison administrators arc 
attempting to accomplish." 

Conservative measures show a decline in 
crowding nationally among starc prisons-from 
r r q  percent of their bighess "operational"capacity 
in 2995 to 99 percent in z-4. A less conservative 
mcasure, based on institutional dsign, shows 
that facilities were operating at  q percent of 
their capaciiy in zoo+ (Haison and Bcckzoog). 
(For more infomation about how crowding is 
measured. see p. IO+) Corrections adminisua- 
mrs define the operational capacity of their own 

facilitia hy drawing on a number ,of factors to 
mwrc d m  living conditions and services at least 
meet C o n s t i N U O d  standards. In re&ty, correc- 
tions adminismators are often under presrurc 
fmm comfy and state executives and legislators 
to raise their operational capacity and some- 
times to exceed it. Morswer, many corrections 

Overcrowding and Violence in 
Alabama's Prison for Women 
The Mia Tutwiler Prison For Women In Wetumpb, Alabama, was built in 1942 
to house 564 women. BY ZOQL. it war home to more than 1,000 women. When a 

federal lawsuit was brought i n  zoo? to address extreme crowding. violence was 
one or the primary concernS. The facility did not have the capaciw io separate 
prfsoners who were dangerous to one another: it did not have the rasourcas or 
capacity to safely care For and separately house prisoners with mental illness 
and those with serious disease% and it was too crowded and underresourced to 
provid.? programming. so prisoners were spending endless idle hours In brutally 
hotdormitorles~rammesa Fullof beds and bodies that officerscouldnotmonitor 
and contml them. 

In July; 2002. an Officer was severely beaten while working alone inside vne of 
the Crowded dorms. At that time there were. on average. only %a officers ut any 
piven time responsiblefor supervising more than I,OOL) prisonersland at anc 
point, thew were as few as nine officers on duty. In ZOOZ. 9% assaults had been 
recorded by December, making Alabama's only women's prison the most violent 
prison in the state. frisoners sums the state asked for. arnonp other things. a 

reduction In crowding and the hiring of more correctim6 officers (Crowder ZDOZ). 

TheconertionsoffiEets'employceassociationsou~tfojoln inthelawsuit because 

officew felt imperiled by the extraordinarily low stamng levels. especially in such 

a cmwded. unsafe envircmment (Johnson 2003). 

Under pressure bya Federal /udse, the 5tJte reduced %e population atluwiler. 
Butinastateprimn wstm built for ir,ooothat holdsmane than26,ooo prlsoners. 
the only beds the state could find were in a private prison in Louisiana. The state 
has paid mllIi?ns to Send hundreds of women-generdly those with the best 
records--goo miles from their children and families. Where they now Sit in a 
'cleanor. cooler. saFer. but equalty idle environmemt (Crowder 2 ~ 0 5 ) .  By 2005, a 
year after the setrlement of the lwSui t .  the PDPUIation remaining at Tutwiler had 
bben redsced to roughlyi-00. and some ofthe unsafe condltlsns had improved. 

n6 CIIHII~TIDWO of C O N F I N E M E N T  

j 
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administrators bclicve that running at motc.chan 90 percent of their sys- 
tem‘s operational capacity deprives them of necessary Aeldbility. While 
there is considerable variation among states and Iocditicr in levels of 
crowding, the majority of prisons and many jails arc crowded by that stan- 

dard (Harrison and Beck zoos). ’The avcragc American prisonci lives in an 
t?lwironmenr mughly the size ofa king-size bed,’psychologist and prison 
consultant Craig Haney told the Commission. He mnduded that when 
cmwding is undemtood as much more ern squeezing more beds into a 
cell or unit, Amcdcan prisons 

How states and localities, bgislators, kw enforcement officials, and 
judges should.address the broad issue of ytem-wide crowding is beyond 
the scope of this Commissiods work, but others, norably rhe Justice Ksn- 
ncdy Commission, have addressed this important issue (American Bar As- 
spdation zooq).There is a dangerous mismatch berween cunent capacity 
and the demands of the criminal justicc system. Lcgisktors must choose 
to either increase resources for corrections or reduce che demands placed 
on our correctional systtms. Without action. they wiU perpsfuatc. a system 
that roo often leads to violence and abuse 

Promote productivity and rehabilitation. Invest in programs 2 t h s  are proven to reduceviolence and to change behavior over 
the long term. 

Few conditions compromise the safety and security of a corrcctional 
institmion more than idIe prisoners. “Every parcnr, every educerob and, 
yes, every corrections professional can strest to the veracity of our grand- 
parenm’obscrvations and admonishments &at idle minds are thc d d s  
workshop,” Devon Brown, corrections commissioner in New Jersey told 
the Commission. lamenting the public’v iporancc about the links between 
programming. safer prisons, and public safev. 

Rehabiliation was the organizing principle of the American penal symem 
for much of thc twentieth ccntmry. But beginning in the rg705, politicians 
began to ~hmor id ly  devalue rehabilitation. The resulr was that prisons 
became, at lmst fmm d c  peispdvc of cough-on-crime policymakers and 
mud, of the pubEc, places that should protect society from criminality by 
.incapaci~aringandpunishinginsteadof~~kingm help andchange (Garland 
=.or). WhZe the prison popdarion grew asuoiomically, iunding for educa- 
tion, voc~tional uaisng, and rehehiitative pmgramming did not keep parr. 

Sergeant G q  Harkins. a zs-year corrections vetecan testified, ’When 
I frtst started at the Oregon St* Pen. inmares had a wide mnge of edu- 
cational a d  vocational propms. Inmates had thc ahLty to earn a GED 
and continuc all the way up m obtaining a doctorate. Over the years we’ve 
,mlved to &ere WE do not have any tewh& on rt& or even offer a 

programs. ody &e remain.” 
Nationwide, participation in prison educational and vocariond pro- 

grams declined dramatically between ‘99‘ and 1997 despite incrcssing 

“woellly overcrowded.” 

. . .  GED pro- for the inmates at the pen ....T d a y  ai  the pen. out of24 

Crowded facilities are 
“inhumane, unsafe, idle, 
and hopeless,  precisely 
the opposite of what 
conscientious prison 
administrators are 

attempting to accomplish,” 
Vincent Nathan. 
law professor and prison consultant 
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“If you don’t have 

programs, whether 

they’re schools, jobs, 

factories.. . that m a l e  up 

the naturally occurring 

forces that bring 

compliance with your 

rules, you are much more 

Likely t o  be retying on 
force and handcuffs.” 

Waiter Dickey, former secretary of the 
Wisconsie Department of Corrections 

lengths of stay (Lynch and Sabol zoor). A go-state snidy conducted in 
zoo3 and zooq found that thc numbers of prisoners receiving some post- 
secondary education had increased since the mid-rggos, when program- 
ming was cxt the height of political disfavor, but that udy  five percent of 
prisonwswere enrotled in any form ofport-secondaryeduc~tion.’Ihe hulk 
of those prisoneci-Sg percenr---were incarcerated in just ‘5 state prison 
systems (Erisman and Bayer Contardo mag). 

l’be Commission hoard from expert criminologists, psychologists, cor 
rections professionals, and communicy advocates about the dangers associ- 
ated with “warehousing” prisonen. Professor Walter Dickey, farmer seccc- 

tary of the Wisconsin Department of Corrections, told the Commission, 
”If you don’t have programs, whcthar they’re schools,jobs, factori es... the 
Wigs again that make up che naturally occumin~ forces that bring unmpli- 
ancc with your rules, you are much more likely to he relying on force and 
handcuffs.” Increasingly, programs tested. thro@ m-h demonstrate 
that &e old pessimism of tho ~970s about rehabilitatron m s  misguided. 
Targeted ktementions work In partimlq higNy srmcnued programs that 

help prisoners understand che motivations underlying their ~ctions and 
the consequences of their behavior can reduce misconduct in wrrectional 
faciliries and lower recidivism rates by at kcst IO percent (Ward and Ec 
clesmn 2004). Thhcsc “cognitive-behavioral“ programs are becoming more 
common. If implemented nationwide, they would reduce the number of 
people re-incarcerated by tms of thousands. Education-pmicuidy at 

the coUege LeVelaIso reducer rule-brcaking and disorder in prison. SNd- 
ies show that post-sccondar-y education EM cut recidivism rates by nearly 
halffErisman and Bayer Contardo zoos). 
In renntyem,faith- and character-based programs have been promoted 

to inmeare &KY and reduce recidivism.Xiese range from individual activi- 
tier to entire faith-hased h&ties.Accodlng m a cepozt by the National 
Institute of Corrections, nearly half of state and federal prison systems are 
operating or developing at least one residential, fiitl-bmed’program (NIC 
zoo5).’Ihese programs dtivate such things as Life skills. anger management, 
personal growth and faith, family rekcionships, and victim a m m e s s .  

Effective programming requires money, effort, and a reeommitment tu 
rehabilitation, But i t  is not only an investment in safe prisons and jails. It 
is aLo an invebunent in safe and healthy communities. Lzmaken have 
a parricular responsibility to fund p~ogram~ that help prisoncrs r e N d n g  
to communities with high rate of unemployment. Employment O P ~ O C N -  

mities for young, African-American men ace paRi&ly grim, and their 
persistent unemployment has a dewstating effect on already poor com- 
muniries. In some innn city -s. more than hafof & African-American 
males do not finish high school, and the unemployment rate for African- 
American males who have dropped out is p percent By their mid-thirties, 
60 percent of  all African-American men who have droppcd out will spend 
some time in prison. By comparison, che unemploymcnt rates ofwhite and 
Latino males who drop out of high school arc 34 percent and 2 9  percent 
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respecti..ly (Ec&oh ~006). We need a strong investment in education, 
vocarional training, and cognitive behavioral programs that have been 
demonstrated to promote safety in the short and long term. 

Use obiective ciassiflcation and direct supervision. Incorporate 3 .  violence prweniion in evew Facilitv's fundamental classification 
and supervision procedures. 

Redudngriolcnq among prisoners depends on the decisions corrections 
admhistmton make about whore w hoouse prisoners and how to supervise 
.them Pcrhaps most important arc the classification decisions manaps  
make to ensure that housing units do not contain incompatible individu- 
als or grot@ of people: informants and thosc they informe& about, repeat 
violent offendem and vulnerable potential victims, and o h m  who might 
dash with violent consequences. And these classifications should nnt be 
made on die basis of race or ethnicity, or their proxies Ucbmm IU. Caivwnia 
zoos). Before 1980, most of the nation's prisons and jails uscd fuhjective 
classification," which relies heavily on the judgmcnt and hunches of line 
officen. S i n e  thcn, cvery prison system has shifted, at least as a matter 
of policy, to -objective classification.'Thcse standardized and automated 
clnssification criteria -place greater emphasis on fairness, consistency, and 
openness ia the dedsion-making process" (NIC t992). 

Numerous s ~ d i o s  of both j& and prisons demonstrate that violent acts, 

escapes, and deaths by violence can ali be significantly r e d d  by using 
a . d d a t e d  objective classification spte~ i  (NIC '99%). But currendy, the 
hrll potential of this tool is not being realized. As James huitin, a lcading 
researcher, reported in 2003: "Although prison chs&cation and other risk 
assessment insmments arc now common, there is a disturbing mnd that 
suggests that many of these systems were implemented without first hcing 
properly designed and rested" (Amtin ~ 0 0 3 ) .  In addition, many jails do not 
use objective classification at all: In eight of the ZI statcs suwqcd in z o q ,  

fowm than half oflocal jails reported using objective classification (Clem 
and Sheanin 2003). Given thehenefits. the Commission " g c s  eveq facil- 
itywith more $an a few beds to develop, test, and implement M objective 
cIassi6Eation system, drawing on others' experience and relying on the 
guidance of cxperts. 
Prison and jail archicechlre, management, and models of supedsion 

combine to deaf= eithcr.safe and humane conditions or disntptive and 
dangerous ones. One &&mely jxomising technique to promote safety 
is "dmm suupcrvision" In a f d i t y  that uses direct sapcrvision, prisonen 
g u l e d y  spend at least balfof their time out of their d s ,  mingling +ith 
each otherand with officers in "common areas."-Thc housing units in direct 
supervision Facilitis are typically constructed aS 'pods,'with c& or tiers 
of Ecus around the ,perimeter and a common area in the middle. Direct 
supenision stands in s&k contrasf to the traditional model of supervi- 
sion:whcrc corrections officers monitor prisoners' living an& from posts 

endosed behind glass or hart;. 

What Americans Believe 

When Americans thinkabout someone they 
know being incarcerated. the vast majodty. 

concerned about the person3 physical safety. 

concerned about t h e  person's health. 

'84 percent, saytheywouldbe 

And76 percent saytheywouldbe 

More than halFoFAmericanr. 55 PerCer 
are acquainted with someone who has 
been incarcerated or who has worked In a 
cwreclimal faciiity. 

For the majority OfAmericans. lmowlngsomeone 
who has spenl time orw?%d in jail or prlqon 

oflife behind bas. 
changed the 1 r impress ions 
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First developed by the Federal Bureau of Prisons in the eariy 19705 
and still underutilized. direct supenision ‘allows, and even requires, 
cbnrinuous personal interaction bemocn corrcctions officers and in- 
mstes by putting them together. face-to-face in the living unit” (NIC 
1g8y). Security in any Facility is heaviiy dependent upon the ability of 
highly .trained staff to detect m d  defuse potentid problems. The differ- 
cncc between the two models of supervision is the difference betwen 
interaction and reaction. Since officers in a dircct supervision faCiIity 
are constanclycngaging with prisoners, they are better able to recognize 
s i p s  of k potential problem before it manifwrs (NIC ‘989). 

Viotent acts, escapes, and deaths by violence can a l l  be significantly 

reduced by using a validated objective classification system. 
, .  

The impact on safcty is impressivs.The National Institute of Concctions 
conduchd the most comprchcnsivc sNdy to date of direct supervision. ICs 
r989 research showed that those who m n  direct supervision facilities gave 

their own fadtier highn: sdcty rarings, compared with those who operate 
facilities rhat use ‘indirecr”supervirion.The in-depth w e  s t d i e s  concluded 
that prisoners appear to fed considerably safer in direct supenision facili- 
ties and seem.neither to have nor to need weapons to protect themselves. 
The study’s authors noted that using direct superviilon carries no p a r e r  
cost and requires no addirional staffyet appears to produce a sa% more Iiv- 
able envimnment. Another s t u d y  put some numbers on the improvements: 
“Compared to traditional jails of s i m k  size, the Meuopolitan Correctional 
Centers and other direct supenision jails reporr much less conRict among 

inmates, and between inmates and staff Violent incidents m reduced30 to 
yo pcrccnt”(Wenc?ct aL 1987). Colonel David Parrish, Commander of the 
jail5 in Hasborough County, Florida, agrees: “Dim supenision is Iecog 
Rized hy progrenive jail administrators as thc most practical m y  to build 
and operate a derention &cility.lhey are more strffefficient, cost-effective, 
and safer than nadirionat j&,”hc told the-Commission. 

Surprisingly, only a small minority ofcorrectional fadt ies  in the United 
Stmes use direct supenision. A zoo1 NIC directory listed fewer thm 300 
jails with any direct supervision units; collectivel~ those units housed less 
than a quarter of the nation’s toral jail population (NE ZOOI). A large part 
of the rrsistance is aminrdinai. “The ftrst reaction to this arrangement by 
d t i o n a l  wardens. jail officials, and most visirors io usually astonishment. 
They think of the public and sraffsafcty in t e r n  of hard barriers berwcen 
w and them. ?he new dcsign seemingly plafes officer; at the mercy of 
inmatss.”In r e d i ~ ,  homvcr, “Officers in Constant and direct contact with 
ininam gct to know them and can recognize m d  respond to nouble before 
it escalates into violenceThey are no long& forced to wait to zespond after 
trouble starts. Negotiation and communication become mom 
staff skills than brute strength” (Wcner et al. ry87). 

. :  .... 
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For direct supervision to be succo~sfd, of coume, officers must have 
the competence to understand and respect pecsons from different racial, 
ethnic, and cultural backgrounds. And the opposite is also auc:%e more 
natural environment of a dinct supervision pod helps to break down 
some of thedifferences between officers and s t a f f  that can contribute to 
'tension and vioiencc. 
SWT who rely on direct supervision prevent violence and model pro- 

social behavior.While the design ofsome facilities m a k e  direct supervision 
.impossible. the Commission believcs many morc fa&ties could be coo- 
weed and reap the benefis for prisoners and -Ed&=. 

U s e  force, non-lethal weaponry, and restraints only as a.last 
resort. Dramatically,reduce the  use of non-lethal weapons, 

restraiiits, and physical force by using non-forceful responses 
whenever possible. restricting t h e  use  of weaponry to qualified 
staff, and eliminating the use of restraints except when necessary 
tu preven: serious injury tu self or others. 

Professional standards dearly prohibit corrections officers from using 
more force than necesrary and from using fore m deter, punish, or re&- 
ate, or to in8ict pain .and injury. But for many reasdns, tho standards are 
not always successful in guiding behavior.There is real disag=ecmenr, and 
no data nation%, about how often force b used, how ofien it escdates, 
and how ofrcn it rises to the levcl of abuse. Onc thing is clear, however: 
The more frequently force is used, the more chances there mefor abuses 
and injuries. Sergeant Michael Van Patten, a zo-year corrections veteran 
who specialivs in crainingofficersjqlained KO &e Commissionthattvcn 
routine and minimal uses of force are "inherL.ntlyviolent."And a number 
of experts tertified about the difficulty of controlling cheheamounr of force 
used once it comes into play '&e goal at aU rimes should be to address 
codictn that arise beween r d a n d  prisoners without.resorting to force. 
When fome is necessary to prevent serious harm it should be limited in 
degree and duration and carefuuy monitored 

Stories of corrections officers resorting to exueme and brutal violence 
M assert their conad stand out among news headlines. Not long ago in 
Sacramento, California, a federal civil rights lawsuit was filed by a me- 
'gage broker being held in the county jail for public intoxication.?he key 
piece of evidence in the suit, which d e p  the sanctioned and ongoing 
use of excessive force in the jail, is a surveillanu. tapape of the prisoner,who 
had &sed to sit down in the drunk tank, lying in a pool ofhis own blood 
after an oliicer allegedly pushed him m the floor, crackingopen ,&s skull 
(Karber and jewett 2005)~  
In the worst cases, people die. Former General Counsel Of &e Texas 

prison system Steve Martin mld the Commission that within the last 
five to swen years, hc has served as an expert in mom than 20 insustody 
death Cases in which prison- d i d  from bcing pkmd in a restraint ckair, a 
rcsaaint b o d ,  or four- or fivepoint nsaainn.In most ofthose C ~ S ~ S  the 
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prisoners were mcntaSly iU, and most of them died of aspi~yxla. A federal 
judge described numerous prisoners being snipped to heir underwear and 
smpped to a hatmess &the wrists, ankles. and PCIOSS the chest for roughly 
+a hourswith only brief interruptions of mobility Speaking abour one pris- 
oner in particukr, the judge recounted widencc that he w a s  in immense 
pain and hducinating, and dso urinated and vomited on himself: 'Tnrnntc 
Sadler may deserve to be in prison, but he did not deserve to he snapped 
to a bed for nearly two days- ( S n d c  .v. Young zoo+). 

There are wry few instances in which someone should be fully pinned 
down In a restdnt  chair or in four- or five-point restraints. All cprree- 
tional facilities should meet sandards set hy the American Correctional 
Association thar define the circumstances under which this kind of total 
rcsnaint is acceptable, requim approval from a health authority, and ~ l l  
for visual observation evcry q minutes (ACA Standards 4-4'90 and 4- 
4x9'). And they should go further: 'Ihe circumsences undcr which total 
restraint is appropriate should be wen narrower. Restraints should only 
he used whcn abwIvtely ncccssary to prevent serious harm to self or 
others. E q d y  important, complete physicat restraint requires MnSQnt 
monitoring, with a medica staffmember present at all mes, and should 
he limited to minutes not hours. 

Givcn the dangers inherent in any use of force, it should always be a 
last When he began his careec as a corrections officer in California, 
Lance Corcorm felt he "had to he the haddcst guy in the vaky [hut] 
ncognized redly quicMy that that only made things more difficult as a 
correctional offimr." Corcoran told the Commission that officur'"most 
important tool ... is the ability to communicate." However, Steve Martin 
testified thatpepper spray,TASERgun.,~idothernon-lcrhalweapons arc 
often used as a "first strikd'rcsponre before other tactics are considered or 
attempted. H o  recounted a situation in which a prisoner had rcfusod to 
&quish his dinner rray'Ihe rmn was unarmed, locked securely in bin cell, 
and wcighed only r p  pounds. Beforc cven entering the c& an"cxtra=tion 
team" of fivc officers and a sergeant discharged y o  multiph baton rounds, 
hitting the prisoner in the groin, dispensed two hum% of mace. and fucd 
h~ TASER cartridges. ?he team then e n t a d  the cell and foxe&Uy re- 
mowd the prisoner. 

It docs not Qke malice on thc part of officers for force M escaIate. Scr- 
geant MichaelVan Patren explained co the Commission that the fear and 
adnnaline rush that nawdIy occurs in the moments prior to a cell extrac- 
tion or planncd use of foxe can cause officers to lose control and act more 
viohntly than n-sary.This ~ a m e  phenomenon was explained by Officer 
Donald J w p h  Baumann. a r9-year veteran of the California Departmuit 
of Corrections. "Offiicers go from -b to '50 in seconds," he said. And 
correctiow officers feel they work under the constant threat of sponmie 
ous violent outhas% they Iiredy feel under siege. ?hat feeling can lead 
officers, cspccially new and inexperienced ones, to ovemcacc and use Force 
when ratking would be more effective, or to use more force than necessary 

"Officers go from zero 
to 150 in seconds." 
OKicer Donald Joseph Baurnann. 
Catifornia Department of Corrections 
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to resolve a situation. And thcsr. altercations can start OT perpcmate a cyde 
of strikes and retaliation. 

Other factors +ct the decision to use form and how much forw to 
use. Patrick McMmus, the former Secmorryof the Kansas Dcpmmcnt of 
Corrtrtions and an wrpert monitor in prison and jail sysrems nationwide, 
cautioncd that although officers are under stress, "I don't know chat h a t  

is the crux of thc problem with the use of force. ... It's an institutionalizcd 
response that's based on a way of thinteing about how people relate to each 
other in a priron."Officcrs fail to recognize the individual charaacristicr 

A Federal judge described numerous prisoners being stripped to their 
underwear and strapped to a mattress at t h e  wrists, anldes, and across 
the chest for roughly 48 hours with oniy brief interruptions ofmobility. 
of  the person they arc confronting and, instcad sce mcmly an "inmate." 
Such pcnreptions c a n  be uracerhatcd by cultmal differenns between of- 
ficers and prison-. Perceptions of danger, which spur forceful responses, 
are espedally susceptible m culnrrd misunderstandings and prejudices. As 
sociologist and former prisoner Douglas 'Ihompkinr told thc Cornrnis- 
don, one must undersand that race is often a "proxy for dangerousness." 
Efforts m underrmd and avert uses of force must includc careful analysis 
of the role of me,erhnicity, and class in these decisions and events. Care- 
ful scmning of staff at  the rime of employment and ongoing, in-depth 
training arc necessary to ensure that an understanding of and rcspcct for 
cnI& differences shapes how s&mhte to prisoners. 
Training and supatvision must emphasize that fome can o d y  bc consid- 

s d  after non-physicd respnses to mnRicthave heen &mstcd. Officcrr 
need to .learn how to disrinpish between situations that rrqukc phpical 
forceand those that do nor.Tkeyalso need to learn how to dsterminewhat 
+mount of fo~c.=--ifany--is rcipircd and when force is no longer dwcs- 
sary. Insiruction should be backed up hy a clear use-of-force hierarchy 
that prescribes specific kinds and d e p c s  offorce in rcsponse to a litpired 
set of spcdfic actions and siruations, and it s h d  oudne de-escalation 
tschniques to prevent the use of forre. 

Conflicts between staff and prisoners arise even in the.bcst-m insti- 
Ntions, but nearly all of those situations can be managed without using 
physical force. Whik it rnigbt be insrinctive to respond aggrcsslvcly to 
sorrreone who is being aggressive, the safety of both's& and prisoners 
,depends on doing just the opposite.To tak mmcly oflimiring the we of 
'force is to miss a much l a r p  opportunity to Arrame the role of comec- 
tions officers in resolving and preventirtg conact. Officw need guidance. 
inspiration, and a rcpeaoire of effective, non-fomcfd responses SO that the 
use of force is na&y limitcd to those rare situations where it is rcyired ; 
to p rwn t  serious harm 

m s v i n i  Y ~ O L E N C E  33 
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"How could something so 

devastating happen in a 
supposedly secure and 
monitored environment?. .. 
Why weren't there any 
cameras in the area where 
my son was  killed?" 
Pearl Beale 

Empioy surveillance technology: Make good use of recording 5 surveillance cameras to moriiior :he correctional environment. 
Pcarl Bealc's son died aftw bcing stabbed nine t i m ~  by another prisoner 

while detained in a Dis-ict of Columbia jaii. Aftcr dcscribing his death to 
thc Commission, Beale posed these questions: "How could something so 

Why weien't there any cameras in the arca where my son was Wed?" 
In February, zo06, New York City settled a lawsuit filed on behalf 

of prisoners who aefused officers of unnecessarily using head strikes 
and bthcr acts of violence in the city's ja-ds. A principal component of 
the settlement agreement is the installation of hundreds of new wall- 
mounted,video cameras with ccedrdhg capability-in addition to the 
~+XO cameras beady in place-providing coveage of large areas of the 
jails (Preston z006, In& v. Tor0 2006). 

Whethw violence occurs among prisoners or bcrwecn staff and pris- 
on:=, sumillancc came~as and other technologies can hcip.lhoir widcr 
usc was 'Vged by a range of Commission wimesses. U.S. Dcpanment of 
Justice Inspector General Glenn Fine stressed the v a l w  of camcms for 
prosecutors: "With video surveillance you often can see what happened 
before or after an incideng so that's very important, and we have relied 
upon that kind of evidence very srrongly."Thesc visual and auditoiy re- 
cords pmtcct prisoners and st& from viblonce and from false allegations 
of misconduct. Leslie WdkeS arecrrtivc director of Massachuscns Cor- 
rectional Legal Senices, believes that cameras can even discourage the 
"tiny, degrading, cwryday humiliating nwm calling that can occur"'Ihis 
behavior, she said, will nor be reported with any regularity or believed un- 
less it is *seen and heard." 

There are whet pmmising technologies. Non-invasive drug-detection 
dcviccs, such as booths and wands. might bc used 10 minimize the con- 

fronration and humiliation that accompany seac:hes of prisoners after 
visits or trips to court, searches that sometimes include the inspection of 
body cavities. Women prisoners, who more often than men are d v o r s  of 
physical and sexual abuse, may be pani&Iy tcaumatizcd by snip scarrhes 
and body-cavity searches and may c n n  avoid famiyvisits as a resulLTech- 
nologics that offsr sonic relief from physical inrntsion should be developed 
and depIoycd. Similarly, spccial computerized chairs that detect weapons 
can replace hand searches, and radio frequency identiiiution (RFID) rags 
can wick the momments of prisoners and staff, a powcrful disincentie to 
be in thc wrong place'at the wmng time. 

Any technology has the potential for negative collatcrai consequences. 
%e additional s w r  and loss of dignity that mightcome from being moni- 
tored by survciUance cameras must be considered so that these approaches 
to violem are not m4untcr-pmduui~owrage 'ypically cydudw pris- 
oners'&, for crample. With du: r e w d  for these concerns. correctional 
agencies should make use of recording surveillance camera.s and other 
technologies to prcvent violence. 

devastating happen in a suppscdly seem and monimred e-onment? ... 
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Support community and family bonds. Reexamine where 
prisons are' locared and where prisoners are assigned. 

encourage visitation, and implement phone call reform. 
Strong connections to family and community give hope to people in 

pris'on-that elusive element that a wrrectional facility alone cannot pro- 
vide but can, if it is not vigilant, destroy And hope, it turns out, is critical 
to avoiding vioIence.?he stomhouse of self-respect and pride that a person 
finds in fsmily arid community can ward off the shame and humiliation 
that lead one to'violence while inmcerated (Gilligan r996). For pzisancn 
who are parents, incarceration means being physically removed from chil- 
dren; for them it is critical that we make every effort to maintain family tis. 

And as former prisoner A. Sage Smith explained, visits from community ' 

volunteer; "inject a seme of purpose into many prisoners' wmdousness" 
and "bring a sense of concern and infrrse a sense of hopc"that can assist a 

prisoner's positive nansformation.lhesc relationships with pcople outside 
the  correctional facility also smooth the process of reentry and make it 
mom libly that prisoners will succeed after release. 

The Commission lyas told about various ways to support community 
and family bqnds. Wc address &tee strategirs hem, although many orhers 
should also be considered. Erst ,  unlike local jails, prisons are filled with 
people who havc been sont far from home, and in some cases mansposted 
to other states. I h c  physical distance to the facility make it nearly im- 
p i b l c  for f a d y  to visit regularly and impractical to connect prisoners 
with pups based in their homc communities. Remgnizing the Lnpor~nm 
of Family and community bonds, many state s y s t m s  mow prisoncrs to Ea- 
dtitieies closer to their home commanitis in the final. months before reteasc 
But these bonds are important not only as pact of the reentry process but as 
an important ingrdent  for a safe environment during incarseration. 

Decisions abdut where m send prisoners, combinrd with the siring of 
m y  prisons far fmm the prisontrs'home communities, disproportionaiely 
affect African-American and Latino families and exacerbate the racial di- 
vide b r m  prisoners and officers. According to onc study, those decisions 
re& in surd prisons, which ham a p a c e r  concentration of white s d ,  
holdmg higher pc~cntages of African-American men dmt correctional 
facilities in urban areas (Faaigan and Giasmcicr zooz).There is widespmd 
agaemcnt that for incarceration to bc produaive, suppert must be given m 
prcscning a piisoneis bonds with his or hcr f d y  and community. 

?here are m'any reasons states build prisons in rural Iocationr far from 
the urban c m t m  fmm which most prisoners come: lower-cost land, a 
'more favorable political environment, and the perception of a larger em- 
ployment pool.?hese facmrsreasonable in theory, somedms debatable 
in practice-must be coz+dered against the &akening of prisoners' t i e s  
with family and community. While a shift in priorities would require 
tremendous political will, lawmakers should at least m i n e  the impct 
of decisions about whcn to locate prisons. In the meantime, mrrrrtions 
p3ministrators should look doscly at their internal p r w s s  for assigning 
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The Cost of Keeping in Touch 

When peopleare incarcerated hihorn home. phone 
calls with partners. children. and parents are often 
the only practical way for these families to stay in 
touch. Calling rater vary canslderably from state 
to state. Where cotled calling is the only option 
and the rates we hi@, poor hmiltes make large 
sacriflces to speak with an incarcerated lwed one. 

Average cmt of a tymlnute instate Ions-distance 
collect call placed from a comctional facility 

HEeRASXA 

HEW MEXlCO 

VERMONT 

"EVILDA 

FlOl( l l l l \  

N E W  I E R S E I  

WA5nl*GTOH 

Statecorrectional Fadlltles that enter into 
exclusive contracts with telephone companies 

oFaIl reveMIBgene(ated-enp~m~us sums that 
state ledslatures have come to depend on. 

Florida's Inmate WelFareTNst Fund 

typieauyreap 30 to 40 percent 

took in $15.3 rn illion in tiscat year 2ooo. 

$20.5 millionim,999. 
Nevada collected 

people to facilitics and makc decisions whcnever posrible that preserve 
familr bonds. And no system should send their prisoners to other states. 

Second, both prisons andjails must do a better job ofwelmningvisitors, 
providing ample space and time, and even assisting with transportation. 
There are costs involved to do ,this well, hut these dollars would be well 
spent And in many pkccs the most needed inwstmcnt is in a change of 
attitude. Visitors are often sent the ermneous and hzxmiiil message that 
they a n  not welcome. in a facility and that they do not play an important 
role in supporting prisoners and the well-being of the faciiiy. Then are 
valid SCNrity concerns that rcqulre restrictions on visitation. Nonetheless, 
author asha bandde desuibcd to the Commission thc humiliating and 
captidous beatment shn received when vi*ri"g her'incarcerated husband. 
She Mpkined the conscqucnces: "[Poor] 'kmtment of M y  members has 
the potential to make the facility less sewre because it can lead to severe 
tcnsions between a prisoner and a guard who humiliated or otherwise 
violated his wife." 

Another way to encourage visitation is by allowing the grcatest de- 
gree possible of closeness and privacy, given secwiuy imperatives. Because 
mntact visits can inspire good behavior, people conked  in both p'risonr 
and jails should be allowed to touch and embrace their chiidren, partoers, 
and othcr friends and family. Physical barriers and tekphoncs should bc 
reserved for those who have aburcduisit;ttion pri.il.gcs orothc-e havc 
becn determined to pose too great a risk'Ihe Commission +as told that 
pcople dctained in the Washington, D.C., jails prefer to be held in the 
ptivatelyrun facility rather than the pubiic jail because, despite some of its 
disadvantages, it aUows contact visits with family. 

The final way correctional systems, principally prisons, might suppott fam- 
ily and community bonds is by minimizing the cost of prisoned selephone 
calls. At prcsent, most state v tc rns  allow only collect cal ls  from prisonecs 
(typicaUy no direct calls out or incoming calls are allowed) and do so through 
conmcts with providers that charge the recipient maaordimrily high rates, 
with tho state receiving a commission. For ~ a n ~ p l e .  in Florida, where only 
colIecc d s  a~ dlowcd, a prisoner's 8-minute in-stare longilirtancr. caB 
from prison costs $5.32. Calling someone out of state costs VT7.30- 
The smtc earned over s q  miUion in commissions on prisoners' calls in 
a000 (Citizenr,Uniied for the Rehabilitation of Errants, Florida Correc- 
tions Commission), 

A growing group of corrections leaden recognizer the critical impor- 
PMcc of telephone communication for prisoners and their families. The 
Amcrican Corrcctional Association has taken the position that prisoners 
"should have acnss to a zangc of reasonably priccd tclccommunicarions 
serviccs" with rates "commensurate with those charged to the general 
public" (ACA ZOOI). But many directors of state departmento of correc- 
tions have been p r r s m d  by shortsightcd Iegislatwes to us= telephone 
contracts to seck income for stfate gcneral funds or COReCtiOnS budgets 
rather than to enswe famiynnification.Thc msultis that family members 
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of prisoners pay many times more than anyone else for the opporNnity KO 
speak wid, a loved one. 

Thcm has been considerable effort to convince lawmakers that, regardless 
nf the income from telephone charges. interference with family unscation 

mmmendation urging "the lowst possible rate&"among other measures 

Vennonr requires phone conuaf~r to offer prisoners the option of direct or 

Nnu Mexico's StaNte bars its prisons and jails fmm receiving commissions 

Ann. fi33-~+-r).?he District of Cohmbia barj comectional hdfities from 

surcharges on prisoner calls (D.C. Code Ann. §2+-z63.or). 

prisoners*&ility to maintain family and community bonds through phons 
contact. In Texas, for oxamplc, the wry ability to make calls is severely 
restricted: 'Offendsrs who dernonstratc good behavior can earn onc fivc- 
'minute call every 90 days"(Tuas D e p m c n c  of Criminal Justice 2006). 
State iegislarurss and correctional systems must edpractices such as 
15-e that intrrferc with the maintenance of critically important family 
and community ties.. 

is too &&price to p a y . ~ e  American Bar Assocktion mwntbadopred a 

mensurcrcadytelcphonccontact (ABA Laos). Some s ~ t s  aerespondhg. 

~ o ~ e a c ~ a t ~ ~ e ~ w v c s t r e a s o n a ~ ~ ~ c o s t ~ ~ v t .  stat. Ann. tit 28 gsOza). 

the amount bimd and requires "the iowesr CDSt of service"(N.M. Star. 

charging higherthan locat public senice Commission rates and a~so bars 

Meanwhile. piacticcs in S O ~ S  states more drastically inresfere with 

Strong connections to 
family and COmmLlnity 

give hope to people 

in prison. An.d hope, 

it turns out, is critical to 

avoiding VidenCe. . .  

P R E V E N T  V I O L E N C E :  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  RECAP 
a. Reduce crowding. States and localities must commit to eliminating the crowded 

conditions that exisfin many o l  the country's.prisons and jails and.work with 

reduce the use of non-lethal weapons. restraints. and physical force by using: 
n-on-Forceful responses whenever possible, restricting the use of weaponry to 
quaiifiedstaff. and'eliminating the use of restraints except when necessary to 
prevent seriousinjury to selforothers. 

5. employ surveitt.ance.technotogy. Make good use of recording, surveillarice 
cameras to monitor the cor 

portcoynmunityand fa 
&ik.pr~sobe<s:are ass 

I ' c+ekrm;. :. . 
. .  , .  . .; . .  
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 

PHONE CHARGES TO BE REDUCED FOR FAMILIES OF INMATES 

~ - - - "  . . . . 

The Governor loday announced that the State Department of Correctional Services will reduce excessive 
teiephone charges paid by the families of inmates at slate Comeclion facilities. This action precedes a 
previously scheduled argument slated for Tuesday, January 9, before the New York State Court ot Appeals, 
during which the plaintiffs are chailenging the legality oithe previous administration's policy relating to the 

Long seen as an unfair tax on inmate iamilies, the newly proposed rates will charge only the cost of the call, 
allowing families 10 maintain contact with their loved Ones. without the undue financial burden o i  a State 
commission on the rate. 

The Administration's adion was made aiter consultation with Assemblyman Jeiirion Aubry, who has long 
advocated for this change in policy and who shepherded legislation which passed the Assembly lo  end the 
excessive charge. The administra:ion also consulted Senator Michael Nozzoiio, who introduced simiiar 
legislation in the Senate. 

Assemblyman Aubly, Chairman of !he Assembly Committee on Correction, said, '"i am pleased tha: the 
Governor has committed to providing justice to the families of inmates, who have had to pay exorbitant 
telephone rates to talk to their ioved ones. Thanks to the Governor for this humane decision and to Ihe many 
advocates who made this solution possible." 

Senator Nozzolio. Chairman of the Senate Crime and Corrections Committee, said, "Governor Spitzer 
deserves tremendous credit for quickly addressing this issue and developing a comprehensive solution which 
restores fairness. For many year$ I have fought to restore fairness to the policy of charging inmate's families 
exorbitant rates for simply staying in contact with family members who are incarcerated. It is my beiiei that the 
benefits of keeping a family logelher far outweigh the revenue gained from the arrent practice." 

The action will be implemei?ted by Brian Fischer, Acting Commissioner of the Department of Correctional 
Services, at Ihe star! o f  Ihe April 1, 2007 fiscal year. The elilninatim of this commission will reduce the cost i f  
these calls by a1 least 50 percent. 

### 



Programs 

Re.efltry, Initiative 
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Prisoner Reentry Initiative (p 2007 Comoetitive Grant Announcement) 
General BJA Grant Solicitation'Freouentlv Asked Q u e s j m  

- FY_2POS Prisoner Reentrv initia&c&a& +- 
Overview: I 

ti9 
0 
ch 

The Reentry Initiative is supported by the U.S. Department of Justice's Office of Justice Programs (OJP) and its federal 
partners: the U.S. Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, and Labor. This 
initiative is a comprehensive effort that addresses both juvenile and adult populations of serious, high-risk offenders. It provides 

:reduction of serious, violent crime. This is accomplished by preparing targeted offenders to successfully return to their 
communities after having served a significant period of secure confinement in a state training school,.juvenile or adult 
correctional facility, or other secure institution. 

The Reentry Initiative envisions the development of model reentry programs that begin in correctionai institutions and continue 
throughout an offendets transition to and stabilization in the community. These programs provide for individual reentry plans 
that address Issues confronting offenders as they return to the community. The initiative encompasses three phases and is 
implemented through appropriate 'programs: 

funding to develop, implement, enhance. and evaluate reentry strategies that will ensure the safety of the community and the 

Phase I-Protect and Prepare: Insutution-Based Programs. These programs are designeo to preoare offenoers to reenler 
society. Services proviaed in t i is  pnase iflcl.de eddcat 3n, men:al neaiin and suostance abuse treatmeit, job t ramg 
mentoring. and full diagnostic and risk assessment. 

Phase 2-Control and Restore: CommLni!y-Based Transition Programs. Tnese programs work with offenaers pr.or to and 
immed.arety foliowing the r release from correctiona ins:htions. Sewices provioed in this phase hcluoe as appropriate, 
education, monitoring, mentor:ng Gfe-sKiils tralning assessment, ,oo-sklls development, an3 mental hea.rh and suastance 
abuse treatment. 

file://C:U)OCUME-1\06788\LOCALS-1\Temp\PJSGBX8L.htm 11/28/2006 
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. Phase 3-Sustain and Support Community-Based Long-Term Supper, Programs. These programs connect individuals who 
have left the supervision of the.ustice system witn a nehork of social services agencies and community-oased organizations to 
provide ongoing services and mentoring relaionships. 

Funding: FY 2007 funding has nor oeen fnalizeo. 

How To Apply; The FY 2007 solicitation was released on October 25,2006, and appiications are due January 11,2007. 
Applicants must apply through Ptants,aov. 

Trainingt?echnlca/ Assistance: The following agencies and organizations provide training and technical assistance that may 
be of use to those deyeloping reentry programs: 

Center for Sex Offender Manaoemenf 

Cmmunitv CaDacitypIveloament Office 

National Trainino and Technical Assistance Center 

.3 - 

OJJDP I n t e n s i v ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ P r o o r a m s :  Juvenile Reintegration and Aftercar&mei 

State Activifies and Resources: An online mar, mat provides informati.on-by state-about OJP reentry grantees, state 
resources and contacts, and other OJP resources. 

Reentry Resource Map: An online mae that provides information on resources at the federal, state, and local ieveis. 

Related PublicationsNnformafionl 

Prisoner Reentry Initiative (FY 2006 Comaetitive Grant Announcement) 

I- FL2004 awads 

Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative [FY 2004 SuoDlemental Funding Awlication) 

A list of related oublications is available online and updated periodically. 

FY 2002 ReentrV Grantees 

Related Link: 

11/28/2006 
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Reentw initiative web site 

Contact Information: 
Julius Dupree, Policy Advisor 
Bureau of Justice Assistance 
810 Seventh Street NW. 
Washington, DC 20531 

Fax: 202-616-2421 
E-mal: i&&&xeeO.usdoi.aov 

202-514-1928 

US. Deoartmcnt Q.&$&z . ~ O t r r c c o f J ~  
Statement and Q.i&hers I FOTA 

: 
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